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ABSTRACT

There is a definite need to establish a framework and
a set of procedures for evaluating school psychological services.
Sstudies reported to date tend to be fairly molecular and difficult to
relate to program changes. The model proposed, a model of system
evaluation, has the advantage of looking at the "Gestalt," of
concerning itself with ways in which the numerous interrelated goals
tie in with all facets of the organization. In presenting a
preliminary model, the author defines 4§ basic dimensions for
consideration: (1) the influencers of the basic program goals; (2)
the basic program goals; (3) the program components; and (4) the
outcomes. He briefly outlines each dimension, observing that the
value of the model lies in its recognition and utilization of the
complex interaction among these several dimensions. (Th)
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The Evaluction of School Psychological Services'

Marvin J. Fine
Uﬁiversify of Kansas
The GbJEEiIVéS of understanding and impr@viﬁg any educa1ianai

program are lnexTrlcably related to the evaluation of +ha* progrem,

... Unforturately, many avaluations when they do occur are ques+icnabie

:fldue to the lack of abjec+i§?+y and systematlic procedures, Lambert and ;,";;

fffiHarfsaugh (1968) polint out that !
 };_Thare are no esfabllshed critoria for evaluafing the B
““Liveffe¢+ivenass of schocl menfal healfh programs. Thesg ' ;,

:’=préblems are not unique Tc school mental hsalth but

characteristic of those In the general mental health

fleld (p. 486).

.i* The evaluation of school psychological services Is no excépflgn; few

- evaluations are reported In the JS%erafure and- the ones rep@fféd tend

- ;Zfﬁ,fc'belrafheﬁ weak, h@lecular kinds of sfudiesi

yﬁ%;fcr evaluaflng schacl psychglegicai services, This is not. an easy task

?ffar several-basic reasons., Schoal psycha!egical services wnll vary In B
1¥¢Qﬁ*éﬂf énd structure fr@h one school" sysfem to aﬁDThEF- Dne psychalcglcal
-;ifservicés ﬁighf S%E e5s The p:rﬁhama+rlg evgmlﬁaficﬁ of spe&ial educafian
i%ehildran, while anafher migﬁf emphaslze feacher consul%afiaﬁ ora pfe;n
‘;ilvenfafive mental “health prcgram. The fheareflcal Qrianfaflcn ef .one -

{;;, program migh* be quite psychcdynamic while ane+her mlgh+ *end Te be

e fGeneral Rssaarch Fund PrGJec+ No. 3609*5038‘  f:::

There s a definite naad +Q establish a framework aﬁd set of pracedures e
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1This reparf was parflally EUpﬁarfed by fha Unlversi%y af Kaﬂsas
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ﬁ}=i;‘behaviar modification ériEﬂTéd— The personnel will vary cangidérably_

A e
------

‘-?{(fram one pr@gram to another in terms of kirnds of training, ﬁumbér of

_Hjj?he superin+enden+'s office, while ln oThers oha psychclcgls%s might wark

“i?jfunder a director of pupil persennel who In furn may ‘be two admlnlsfrafivev'ff‘

. levels removed fram fhe scperintendent.

Addificﬁally, it is recognized frcm,fhefonse* that programs need to

S vaty, depending on the idiésyﬁcrasfes of the particular community, and

‘f;iih”é that there is Iittle a prléri»avidence to support one kind éprFogFam evarﬁ*'nﬁ’-

'?; +Gward a parfléuiar point of view ‘but shculd be appllcable *c differenT

ﬂifl school psychalagy pragrams.-

:i*he prospect of davelopiﬁg a common madel %@ evaluafa all pregrams may appear

‘?:m@numéﬂfal and unfeasible,

%%Appréa;bggrjgithgram Evﬁjua%i@n - T |

| Thé | tterature (Howe, 1955; Kaplan and Sprunger, 1957 Lamber+ and HarTSﬁugh
}}1958; Slotkin, iQSS §:§¥g§$§ and Eakar 1968; Gage and Unruh 1959 STyles
;€1965- Baker, 1955* Ruékarf 1967; Lucas and Janes 1970} on 1he evalua+|en cf

ifpsychclaglcal services, mental health programs, and Téachiﬁg, hlghlighTs two

The gaa! affa!nmsn* mﬂdel IS prcbably fhe mas+ papular evalua*lcn

"ifpracedure. Wlfhin ?he egnféx* cf schéal psychclggical servlges If weuld "

.;n;pBFSQﬂﬂEI, and the psychologist-student FETIG. DrgapxzaTIQnal arraﬁQEmenfs;;Zhgg

?1i will also vary. !n some zchea! systems, the psychalogisf i% aTTthed 1o :fﬁiﬁftl"

2%f_ana*her. I+ then follows *haf fhs évaluafian pracegs should ﬁDT be blaSéd 'f;'{;”

*" basic evaluation madels. Schulbérg and' Baker (1968) |n parfn;ular have ela—';;.Q;_%

"« borated on Thase fWQ apﬁrﬁaﬁhss, the gaal aTTainmenf mode | ‘and *he sysfém m@dal-;;

w wol e
- .
e It o s i

il S

: Conslidering those péssible varlafigns In sghcal psychalcglcai SEFVICES,f;G’:E'
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_-_gf.fr;g:;- “be characterized by first establishing specific objectives, such as "o
.. key objective of the program Is to test children suspected of belng

mentally retarded.," A review of records a+ the end of the year would

L1 "

. produce such data as, the number of children tested, the number of Tesfs»’ .t o

'_%*f given and the number of children out of the fotal *ested who wero judged
’?ff}j+e be mentally retarded. Byicamparing these data to the data of prior

:!'}f;i-yéafs, or to the data obtained in a neighboring school system, certain

;jé}if;%;tfi%; Contrary to its p@pularl*y, the goal attainment evaluaflan is. qulTe

- inarraw In scope, tending to evaluafe specific goals in iSQiaTiQﬁ from

”'fjafher goals and prccesges.wifhin the Qrganiza+icn. Thevdiffieulfies in
-ex%endlng the findings of a goal attalnment evaluation lnfc program change |

" have also been discussed (Schulberq and Baker, 1969),

The system model may represent a more viable framework for the

" evaluation of different kinds of school psychological servf§35; and may .

?Gcal attalnment Is sv1!| ccnsidered within the c@nfex% of Thls model,

but the maln f@:us is on evaluating the program as a social untt, Thef'f'x
isysfém model evaluation Is more concerned with the ways In which the
?f_numercus Jn*errela%ed gcé!s tie fn with alI éf +hé fa:e%siaf fhs
- organization, from caretaking a;fivifieé, to pr@?assfanal personnel, to
;T_inier~and intra sfaff_relaTlonsﬁlpé, to feedb dback machanisms, and to +hs;:ii}'f
??1¥8V5-iﬁ which the program under scrutiny fits infg tra braader ma*rix 5°$:J‘er

'Jffiéf 1h5~parenf aﬁgahlza+féna!

“This klnd of an evalua%lon is cariainly more Elabarafe, camplex f
‘ B

777, and time-consuming than the goal-attalnment model, but Its, Edva“*ages

A

,T-Zicenclusiens could be drawn pertaining to the achievement of this cb|e:f:ve.li_ a

.7 ¢ also lend l%sal¥ more effecflvely to subsequent changes within the prggram- o

[ ————
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i'”wsuld ife in g;vnng a clearer pi %uré of tha components Qf school psyuh;n;':; .

' ;»f!@glcal services, how they relate to the total picture cf psychaloglcal

A&

Tyt services and the total educational program. Aiso," |nggns|s1encies,

B ii‘i!nadequacies, and goal tallures would be pfasén+ed ina wayg*hé% sauldiziii

*;lead to speclfic changes.
For examp!e, one objective of the psychclagicai servfces might be
~“ teacher consultation regarding effective classroom management. A sysfem ;:%f;?};: 

;;‘=evalua+iaﬁ w@uldiaffemp+ to assess'(a)lfhe Epaci¥ic ne “ure of the %éacheégj

 ‘4;g-2@nsul+a+ion§;(b) the teacher response to the Gonsulfafiah, (c) the

- " preparedness of the psychologists to engage in this kind of cansuifa*ign_ifiﬂ?=fi

" and (d) how teacher cansul+a+ién related to the overal! objectives of

‘37_:: school psychological services., Thz evaluation might disclcselfha+;+he l
i 7 teachers were dfssa%isfiad with %hé consultation and prefe%rad for the _»';ii;gg,f
psychologlst fa'wgrk with specific "*rauglemaksrs" QgTsiée of fhe'cias;fﬁami;;gifi-i
f?i;Euf it may also be learned that the Schoa} psych@lagisfsnweré paoriy. R
i prepared for thelr cénsulfafian rcle and that bUIldlﬁg prcnclpals were
E:unsympafhe+Ic to +his appr@ach to service. The system evaluafian then ”

- not only pginfs Qu+ that feacher cansul%aT:gﬁ has falled buf the %enfarlve j

" basis on which E+ may have failed. In +h|s ins+aﬁce i f Teacher eansulfafugn T-Q”'

.u3fxls to gan*lﬁue, it shculd be preeeded by in—sérvice Trainlng of the sfaffﬁfg

‘) ' also
“*;fc Increasa thelr own hampa.angy in this Fale, I+ wauldﬂbe dImportant o

" affect some changes In the attitudes of bulldlng prlncipals whc currenflyi{s?;" o

*Q'*”*ff,were nega*lvely influenc!ng +33chsr recep+iv!*y fe +he cansul*aficn_ % .* €

J‘jmpjem5ﬁ+ing‘a System Evélua*!an

For a sysfem evalua*iaﬁ to be effecfive *here needs Ta ba a dlSGFéféJ:f

= a

,g'conaepfuallzaflan ﬁf schcal psychalagieal sarvl:as as a sceial sysfem.gpieag

B T -:.-7;5';2-:'__' ER - . - =,'»'7 .
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I~ Also, in order for the model to be Implemenfed as an;évalua+ign framework,, f

iffﬁ 'a "package" of in1ervnew and uestionnalre FQCEdeéS shouid be preparcd
i p 9 9 P

fifwsuld permit an lndivldual or team to enter a schasi sysfem and over.a.

"7 'Thé evaluation would include aubsequén* ccn%érsnce wf+h the school

;perﬁannel invoived as well as a wrt%%en féparf. Pern@dlc fallowEups
" would also be 1mp@r+aﬂ% as .a means of defermlning lf The SYS*EW evaluafuaﬁ
fiidid actually lead to changes within school psy;hzlcgséal SEFVEFES; Such |

' fan évaiuafiénAmﬁgh%_Take as little as several déys or as fong as'é m@nThL

T?i to occur, but i+ s argued that the end results would jus%f%y fhe,‘

~ . expendlture of time and money.

As In industry, I+ would be more feasible to have an outside

':}:itf_lndivldual or gr:up.fé campla%e the evaluation. The |ikelihood of bias
would bs c@nsiderably reduced if the evalua+ien were cemple*ed by persans__ 

2:iifna+ currénfly assccla*ed wlfh The pragram be!ng evalua+ea.' A unlversify |

'“ﬁfaf an applled school psygﬁs!oglca! serviaes. These persannel can al%@

';€:;main%aln a graafsr ﬁbJécfivify because They are not 3 FEQular emplcyee of

invesfmenf In pramafing a CEFTEID kind of SQhQQl psynhological sarvzﬁas '
;_pragram, fha 5+rucfuré gf %hs sysfem madel wculd hslp +he evaluafcan to o

Himalnfain a pcs*ure af abJecTIvi%y. The advanced graduafef +udenfs fn';}f;

. ﬁ .

&liand réadily available. The ex:sfenge of fhe m@dei and +ha Ensfrumenfafiﬁn;f;QV

! perlod of time o conduct an evaluation of schoal psychalcgfcal Eervicﬂg. ;

il'scha@l psychGIcgy frainlng program wcuid ba an ldea!l manaﬁéwer source :
for the svaluaflan. Ths persannel in fhe fralning pragram have a backa E
;?grgund In school pay;h;iggy, so fhey are an s*rangers to’ +he parameferé .

;;gf:Thé school program. Whlle this unlversc%y based person may hava a pérsanal f:;

e e P e+

wrm— o
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f';%unlversl+y school psychology tralning program could FEQFESEﬁT a part of

< oo the man-power to visit +he school sysfem and evaluate The pragram. Th|5

=*;,klnd of experiencg would be ihvaluable 1o someol.. wha Is +rainlng fDF a'

. /" Development of a System Model

o leadership role In the field cf school psych@lcgy.

'Same’effarfs have already been made in the development of a sysfem7 ’

"t model of school psychcl@gical services (Flgure 1). The preliminary m@dglfiif;ﬁ;gtii

T T S e S W T ek N e T g WA i T i i e W

‘*ﬁfdeflnes four basic dimensions (a) The influencers of the basic program

. **qu:;géalsj (b) the basic program g@als, (c) the pr@gram components, and (d) ;;';;2;42?9*

“+.'the outcomes. These four areas will be briefly out!ined.

“i- been ldentlfled, and It is rercgnized that they: Wil each possess a

:“jglzﬁflnfiuencers wiil be the gcals themselves of the psyﬁhclcgncal SEFVICES-’;TiT¥
ﬁiﬁféiThesa are expressed. Impli:i+ly fhreugh ‘the daY by day f“"CTIDn‘nQ of The ‘T

K pf-jJTSTaff and espliclfly fhreugh documentation in the llTerafure Qf fhé 1;E:f%

‘ differential stimulus value in differenf school sysfems_ =Bu* any total
lgtigifﬁchacl system, adminisfrafive expec*aflcns teacher needs and percepfuans

'ipand of caursa haw the professional school psvchclegls*s percsive fheir FQIE 7L';i

'1fi:and function.

1; psychalcg!cal services and +he school adminlsfra*lan.!'_ tl:?'!'

;;ffha sfaff, fhe prafessianal funcfiens‘ and *he pFGGEdUFES'M

"

(a) Program lnflUEﬁ€EFs* Four key Influences of program gﬁals have hjlif*’”}{

.. -program evaluation will have to consider the existing pupll needs in +he!;jf;ifﬁf;5*'

g

(b) Basic Program Goals: Aside from, but rélafed *c Tha gaal

]

" (c) Program Ecmpanﬁ*s- The three. nuclear pfegram cohpansn%s EFE

Tha?sfaff‘tig.{




; iﬁ:such things as the reférral procedures, data processing and re+riévai,

L%y,

‘i,;eaﬁ be examined along the l;ﬁes of professional preparation, specific
iti:Fskllls, and kind of cerfi(ica%ian._ The professional functions include LT
:Pi the varlious professional o.tivities of the staff, such as diagﬁcsfié

- testing, group psychometrlic screening, teacher consuitaiion, research, =~ ‘..

5;jand the QESIﬁ office managemaﬁT of the psycholcg!cal services.

(d) Qgic@mes-_ In relaT:@n to +he various cpérarlans of “the psy:ha—_!i

.- of quantitatively, such as aumber of children evaluated, number;cf %esfsi-?“”;”&

"given or number of Teacths of fered ccnsu!+a+icﬁi A more qua!zfafnve

: ... assessment would look at the specific ways ln which chlldren f;echers

. and adminis%rafars were affecied by psychal@gucal services, - ? ‘ *gg[fsq.

There Is a ccmplex |n+ér§;flan among these diﬁeﬁsncns and it is the

;liJ_Faccgﬁl+ian of fhe ln*eracfi@n +ha+ undarlias +he ccngep? Qf a sysfem m@del
i of program evaluaficn. The inferview-quesflénnanre pracedures are curi enfly

:;nfbelng prepared and ‘some pila+ evaluaf:ens cf schggl psychélcglcal SEFVIGEE

f;*are plannéd. l* is aﬂ%ncipa%@d fha+ delfiCETlQn and EdleIQﬂEI develcpmen*

'lyyaf the model and lns+rumen+aflan wlll occur as a resulf af infarmaflan Qaiﬂgd

- through the early a+*emp+s Ta avalua*é programs;,:xifJ'” :h S

' Conclusion

1t was earlier .indicated that cgns?rucfive mcdf%ieéfiéngaf-sny pf@g?ém;t

i,

. 1s hinged ‘o an assassmén+ 91 the program. This wauld cerfalnly seem fa be ;ﬂn!?vh

—?'fhe case. wlfh schagl psychclagical servnces, where sa much dtvergence and

< , et

~. tutorfal and counselling EGTFVifiégc The procedures considered will beﬁf}:fiﬁ"ilﬂh

. loglcal services, thers will be numerous outcomes. These can be cqnceuvéd B

et T



..’ L . ) ) ) . ’ . ) B r. ‘v . ’ -. f
._=f C ilot effort described in this paper is an attempt ‘o deve!apsg viabley;ﬁrfﬁj :
'“Z“ v - systematic procedure, and hopefully ?ha'liferafgrglﬁggj soon evidence m@ra  & :

of the naeﬁed;ag+fv1%yiln;fhis'area._7
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